The same global system that created inequalities in wealth among nations also created a globalized and systemic hierarchy of races by which the value of humans (including potential adoptees) are judged. Our concerns focus on the racialization and commodification of children made available for adoption between nations on opposite sides of the wealth/race divide. In particular, this chapter interrogates relations of power and race between persons in sending and receiving nations as they shape how the Internet is used to market children available for adoption. First, we briefly examine global racial and socioeconomic disparities between sending and receiving nations in the context of the racial politics of intercountry adoption. 1 Afterward, we define and analyze photolistings and web advertising, two ways that the Internet promotes prospective adoptions, and remark upon the racializing implications of each. Finally, we comment upon photo listings and web advertising in the context of the (economic, political and racialized) inequalities of power between sending and receiving nations.
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We state here and underscore the idea that this analysis is not at all intended to condemn the practice of international adoption, for adoption may offer many benefits to those involved, including a better life for a child and even a birthparent(s) who may be grateful to find alternative sources of care for their offspring. We acknowledge, too, that Internet technology itself may be neutral, but we assert that websites are hardly unmarked by socioeconomic and political positioning of their makers. Humans (not robots) create the entirety of information about adoption that may be found online, and they, as agents involved in making adoption happen, are not immune to holding and acting upon (perhaps internalized) social, political or economic agendas. Finally, we point out that access to Internet technology is not universal, causing an unequal situation that may exacerbate the power differentials in the global adoption context. Our inquiry seeks to examine relationships of power in adoption and discuss how the Internet helps shape them, in the hopes that informed critical examination of our social world can help to improve it.
Senders and receivers
It was only after World War Two when war made the needs of children in vanquished nations (the first sending nations) visible; this was the time when the excess of children in poor countries and the excess of parents in wealthier nations wanting to adopt were first matched across international borders (Bartholet, 2006, p. 109) . Children came to various adoption-receiving nations in five waves: European (mostly white) and Asians (mainly Japanese) between 1948 and 1953; Korean War orphans after the cease-fire in July 1953, and abandoned South Korean children up until the 1980s; children from Central and South America in the 1990s; Central and Eastern Europeans after 1989's communist government fall; and most recently, Chinese children, mainly girls (Hollingsworth, 2003) .
The large majority of children put up for adoption in sending countries are orphaned because of poverty, injustice, or some other disadvantage.
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Birthparents are largely non-white and live in developing economies, like China, Ethiopia, and Guatemala. 3 The configuration of the group of nations with the largest sending numbers also continually changes over time, due to a range of geopolitical considerations including natural disasters or policy contingencies, but also in response to protests, political embarrassments, and other policy considerations that are the impetus for reforms that are said to be in the offing, but that perhaps unnecessarily delay the nurturing that could save the lives of thousands (Bartholet, 2006, p. 109; Bartholet, 2011; McCrea, 2014) . For example, both Romania and Russia have ceased sending children to the US for adoption, and the US has put a moratorium on adoptions from Guatemala until assurances can be made that the adoption protocols have increased protections against human trafficking. 
